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MILITARY PAY & RETIREMENT/Retirement & Federal Em ployment

SUBJECT: Soldiers', Sailors', Airmen's, and Marines' Bill of Rights Act of 1999 ... S. 4. Cigo amendment No. 9.
ACTION: AMENDMENT AGREED TO, 87-11
SYNOPSIS:  Asreported, S. 4, the Soldiers’, Sailors’, Airmen's, and Marines' Bill of Rights Act of 1999: will authbgize a

percent military pay raise, effective January 1, 2000; will reform the military pay tables; will revise the militan
retirement system; will authorize active duty military personnel to participate in the Thrift Savings Plan; will revise inedefit
the Montgomery G.1. Bill; will authorize a special subsistence allowance for enlisted military personnel who demonsiligye eligib
for food stamps; and will require an annual report on the impact of these changes on recruitment and retention.
The Crapo amendmentwould repeal the current-law provision that reduces retirement pay for regular officers of the uniforme
services who are employed by the Federal Government after retiring from the military (the reduction does not apply to enlists
reserve personnel; the reduction starts after the first $8,000 in compensation; waivers can be granted on a case-hy-case bz

Those favoring the amendment contended:

Under current law, regular officers of the uniformed services lose part of their retirement benefits if they go to work for |
Federal Government. No other military personnel have their benefits cut if they work for the Federal Government aft&histiring.
provision isunfair because retired officers have earned their benefits. Further, it is harmful to the Federal Government bec
highly skilled military officers who otherwise would have taken Federal Government civilian jobs often take private sector
instead in order to preserve their fullitary retirement benefits. No additional discretionary funds are needed to pay for the cos
of this amendment. All of the funding will come from the uniformed services retirement fund, which has ample reserves. Ret
officers have earned their retirement pay, and they should get it no matter where they work after leavilitgrshdfrour
colleagues agree then they should join us in voting in favor of this amendment.

(See other side)
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Those @posing the amendment contended:

Our colleagues are correct that the current provision that cuts retired officers' benefits if they work for the Federaé@overnm
is unfair to retired officers and harmful to the Federal Government. However, changing that provision will have costeriidetreti
reserve fund does not have piles of cash in it waiting to be spent anymore than does any otiret tiutd Government. If more
money were spent this year on military retirement, then the ledger entry in the Government's books for the military tetsement
fund would be decreased by the amount of that increase, and, if no other changes were made, total Federal spending would also
increase by the amount of that increase. Under that scenario, the Government would end up with less money to spend to enact
reforms to save Social Security. The Crapo amendment would follow that scenario, because it does not offer any waygo pay for i
costs. Eventually, it is true, we could find a way to pay for it without dipping into the funds that should be saved fSe8arifgl
reforms. The other options we have are to increase taxes, cut other defense spending, or cut non-defense spendinghSome of us w
oppose this amendment would favor it if the third option were followed; those of us against this amendment who are more liberal
like the first two options. We agree, however, that we should not just increase total spending as proposed by this amendment.
Therefore, though we support the purpose of the amendment, we must vote against it.



